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PER CURIAM.

Paintiff appeds as of right from the trid court order that granted summary dispostion to
defendants pursuant to MCR 2.116(C)(7). Following his arrest for conspiracy to distribute marijuana,
21 USC 846, and unlawful use of a communication facility, 21 USC 843(b), plaintiff entered a plea
agreement in federd court. Under the terms of the agreement, plaintiff offered to plead guilty to the
charge of an unlawful use of a communication facility in exchange for a dismissal of the charge of
conspiracy to digtribute marijuana.  Plaintiff aso agreed not to contest any disciplinary action taken
agang him by his employer. Despite this agreement, plaintiff filed this lawsuit dleging that he was
wrongfully terminated from his employment following his arest.  The trid court found thet the plea
agreement entered in federa court could not be collaterdly attacked in the state circuit court, and thus
dismissed plaintiff’s cdaim. Plaintiff now appedsthat decison. We affirm.

Although plaintiff had a right to a public hearing regarding his termination pursuant to MCL
38.514; MSA 5.3364 and MCL 35.402; MSA 4.1222, he apparently waived such right in signing a
federd pleaagreement that contained the following language:

In addition to the guilty plea Stated in paragraph 1, the defendant agrees that he
shdl not contest any disciplinary action taken by his present employer, the Clinton
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Township Fire Department, as a result of this conviction and sentence nor shdl he
chalenge or request back pay from the suspension imposed on him on September 28,
1990 but the defendant does not waive or surrender any other rights or clams which
may have accrued between defendant and his employer prior to the dates of conviction
and sentence in this matter.

FR Crim P 11(e)(3) states:

(3) Acceptance of a plea agreement. If the court accepts the plea
agreement, the court shal inform the defendant that it will embody in the judgment and
sentence the disposition provided for in the plea agreement.

It is clear from FR Crim P 11(e)(3) that the provisons of a plea agreement are part of a judgment
entered by a federa court. Judgments and decrees of federd courts within a state are given the same
dignity as judgments issued by the state courts of equa authority. Real Estate Exchange Corp v
Muskegon Co Drain Comm’r, 304 Mich 596, 611; 8 NW2d 652 (1943); Bell v Fox, 206 Mich App
522, 526; 522 NW2d 869 (1994). A collateral attack occurs whenever a chalenge is made to a
judgment in any manner other than through a direct gpped. People v Howard, 212 Mich App 366,
369; 538 NW2d 44 (1995). In this case, plaintiff challenges the vdidity of his plea agreement that was
pat of the judgment entered againg him in federd court. Thus, his Sate court clam amounts to a
collaterd attack on the vdidity of his plea agreement. 1d. Collatera atacks on the vaidity of a plea
agreement are not permitted where the individud was represented by counsd. Id. at 369-370. Inthis
case, plaintiff was represented by an atorney when he entered into his federa plea agreement. Thus,
the waiver provison of the plea agreement was not subject to collateral attack. 1d. Accordingly,
plantiff’s state-court chalenge to his federd plea agreement was properly dismissed by the trid court
pursuant to MCR 2.116(C)(7).

We afirm.
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